SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS

104th Congress August 3, 1995, 8:10 p.m.

1st Session Vote No. 356 Page S-11296 Temp. Record
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION/Seawolf Submarine
SUBJECT: National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 1996 . . . S. 1026. McCain amendment No. 2090.
ACTION: AMENDMENT REJECTED, 30-70
SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. 1026, the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 1996, will authorize $264.7 billio

in total budget authority for the Department of Defense, national security programs of the Department of Ener

civil defense, and military construction accounts. This amount is $7 billion more than requested ($5.3 billion more forgrbcure
and $1.7 billion more for research and development), and is $2.6 billion less than the amount approved in the House-passec
The McCain amendmentwould strike the $1.507 billion authorization for the third Seawolf attack submarine. Further, it woulc
prohibit the use of fiscal year 1996 funds for paying costs incurred for terminating any procurement contract for thaesubma
including for advance procurement contracts. Only funds for fiscal years prior to 1996 could be used to pay termination cost:

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The Seawolf submarine is a technological marvel made to fight an adversary that no longer exists. It is one of thefinest, |
the finest, weapon ever made. However, we no longer need it and cannot afford it. Our military forces have been cutiity 35 pe
in real terms in the past 10 years, and another 10 percent cut will be made by the end of the decade. At the samectineinghey ar
deployed at a greater rate than ever. In our discussions with military leaders, they say that their greatest procureanetin need:s
strategic lift, tactical air forces, and advanced conventional munitions. The Seawolf is never mentioned. These legitimateriroc
needs are not even their major concern--what they tell us they really need are adequate training and operating fundeveksadines
have fallen in all branches of the service, and operating tempos are at unacceptably high levels. Morale is falling, and ad
procurement is virtually nonexistent. Our Armed Forces, in short, are being eviscerated, and our colleagues want us.o spen
billion more on this Cold War toy.

The capabilities of the Seawolf submarine are without peer. It is made to survive and win a strategic war with the Soviet Ur
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The follow-on attack submarine will have many of its capabilities, but it will not be quite as expensive. The first twas$eatvolf

more than $5 billion each to complete; the third and final Seawolf has already cost $900 million, and will cost $1.5 f@ltion mo
complete. The McCain amendment would bar completion of this third Seawolf. The contractors have estimated that the net savings
after termination costs of this action will be only $315 million to $615 million. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO)rhoweve
which does not have a vested interest to low-ball the savings, suggested that the net savings would be between $141#8lion and
billion. We can foolishly build expensive Seawolf submarines and use them in conventional wars, or we can use our eqigting, che
SSN-688 submarines which can fight in such wars just as effectively. The extra capabilities of the Seawolf are simplyginot neede
for the types of wars the United States has been fighting since the end of the Cold War and will be fighting into the fotseeabl

In defending the Seawolf program and the production of a follow-on attack submarine, our colleagues have exaggerated the threat
posed by Russia. Russia's military is collapsing. It is bogged down fighting in Chechnya,; its officers in Eastern Eurepa have b
living in boxcars and tents; less than half its conscripts even bother to show up, much less get inducted; its fleety arégusti
piers because it cannot afford oil. Nevertheless, our colleagues assure us that fast, quiet submarines are Russig'anojtipaiorit
we better make sure that we have better submarines than it does. This claim stretches all credulity. Russia cannotlagfard to ma
serious challenge to the United States' SSN-668 fleet. Further, no other country in the world has submarines with aaytthing clos
the capabilities of SSN-688s. Our colleagues have mentioned that 40-some countries have submarines, but we are hardly impressed
The slow, clanking tubs they possess do not threaten U.S. interests.

The major reason that the Defense Department seems to want to move forward with the third Seawolf submarine is to preserve
the industrial base while the next generation of attack submarines is designed. By building the submarine, the Depdrément will
able to keep open both the Norfolk Shipyard and the Electric Boat Shipyard, which are the only shipyards with nuclegscapabilit
in the United States. We question the value both of keeping open two nuclear shipyards and of producing a new attack submarine.
On the first point, the Navy has estimated that billions of dollars could be saved by contracting out of the Norfolk yard only.
colleagues say that it is important that we preserve the ability to make nuclear ships, but we think one yard can padsétye that
as well as two, and it can do it for less. On the second point, we do not see why we need to build a new attack submmasine, whic
envisioned as a cheap version of the Seawolf, when the SSN-688s will be able to meet our needs well into the next century. Each
of those submarines has an average life of 30 years. Our colleagues want us to mothball a number of those submarines with an
average of 18 years of remaining usefulness, for a savings of $700 million each, and to replace them with new attackthabmarines
will cost $1.75 billion each. Those new submarines will be better, but they will be giving us excess capabilities that meedo no
for any forseeable conflict in which we may be involved. The net cost for no net gain will therefore be $1 billion peresbiitiarin
Our colleagues want us to build around a dozen of these $1 billion mistakes over the next two decades.

We think this plan should be reconsidered. We do not need new Seawolfs, nor do we need new attack submarines, nor do we need
to keep open two nuclear submarine shipyards. The United States has too many legitimate unmet defense needs to waste money on
strategic warfare submarines. We therefore strongly support the McCain amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

We will start with the points on which we believe that we agree with our colleagues. The United States needs to have an attack
submarine fleet. The United States currently has 83 SSN-688 attack submarines. The Bottom-Up Review found that thedJnited State
has a long-term requirement for a force of 45 to 55 attack submarines. The cost of completing the third Seawolf attaek submarin
which is greatly superior to SSN-688 attack submarines, is $1.5 billion. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have determined thatithe Uni
States needs 10 to 12 submarines that are as quiet as Seawolf submarines by the year 2012. SSN-688 submarines are not as quiet
Seawolf submarines are expensive. The third Seawolf submarine, for which $900 million has already been appropriated, will cost
a total of $2.4 billion. The Navy intends to build a cheaper follow-on version of the Seawolf that will cost approximatddjih. 7
each to build. This follow-on version will be markedly quieter than SSN-688 submarines, and will in other ways be superior. The
Navy's intention is to maintain low production levels at both the Norfolk Naval Shipyard and at the Electric Boat Shigyesel, bec
these two shipyards are the only places capable of building nuclear warships and the Government does not want eitber to close f
fear of losing technological capabilities.

The main point on which we seem to disagree is that the United States is losing its qualitative edge in submarines.uesr colleag
assumption is that our current SSN-688 fleet will be sufficient well into the next century to meet any likely threats.w iegtkno
the Joint Chiefs have called for at least 12 advanced, quiet subs by the year 2012, but they disagree with that caffypdoause th
not think they are needed. In defense of their belief, they have accurately described the disarray of most elementsaf the Russ
military. They have then made the fallacious claim that because most elements of the Russian military are in collapsetsall elem
including its submarine fleet, are also in a state of collapse. They have no evidence for this assumption, and in éaidesicthe
controverts their claim on the state of the Russian submarine fleet. First, the Russian Defense Minister has statedehat "A nuc
submarine fleet is the future of the armed forces. The number of tanks and guns will be reduced, as well as the infaierbut a
navy is a totally different thing." Second, Russia has in the water today 6 improved Akula-class submarines which drarquieter t
SSN-688s. Next year, it will launch the Severodvinsk, which will be its first true multimission submarine, and which wfil be bo
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quieter and faster than SSN-688s. Throughout the Cold War, the United States had a military edge in submarine techmology.
United States does not start launching improved submarines soon, it will lose that edge. Russia may no longer be our imple
enemy, but the United States has always armed itself based on the capabilities rather than the intentions of other ealmtries.
not want to cede our submarine superiority to any other nation. Our colleagues obstinately refuse to believe that Rredsipeuas de
submarines that are better than all of our submarines except for the Seawolf. We are willing to face reality. Either eve build
submarines, or we will be at a military disadvantage. Our choice is to build new submarines.

We do not want, however, to build new Seawolfs. They are too expensive. Instead, we favor building cheaper versions ¢
Seawolf submarine that will still be better than the new Russian submarines. We should build the third Seawolf for two reas
though. First, completing it will be cheaper than building one of the new attack submarines and it will be more capafae. If we
get one of the twelve advanced submarines that the Joint Chiefs have called for by 2012 with extra capabilities ant] ahtess co
we can, then we should jump at the chance. The other reason for completing the third Seawolf is that it will make therconstru
of the follow-on attack sumbarine cheaper because it will keep open the production line until that design is finished targbready
into production. Once a production line shuts down, it costs an enormous sum to start it back up again.

Overall, the costs of the U.S. submarine program should not grow. When our fleet is cut in accordance with the Bottom-Up re
to about 50 submarines, and with 12 of those submarines being Seawolf and follow-on attack submarines, half of the SSN-68:
will be retired for savings that will more than cover the costs of building the new attack submarines. At the same tipiagby kee
a low steady, production level, the United States will retain its ability to produce nuclear submarines. We do not faedljdbis'a
program for shipyard workers, as has been implied--those shipyards will lose nearly all the jobs that they have histhrically
leaving skeleton crews for the low levels of production that are planned. We favor this plan, instead, to protect ogenatitnal
We urge our colleagues to do likewise by voting against the McCain amendment.



